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1.0 DECLARATION FOR THE | NTERI M RECORD OF DECI SI ON

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION. The site name is Operable Unit (QU) 2, Potentia
Sources of Contam nation (PSCs) 2 (Former Fire-fighting Training Area), 41
(Donestic Waste Sludge Drying Beds), and 43 (Industrial Waste Sludge Drying
Beds), located at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Jacksonville in Jacksonville,
Florida (Figures 1-1 and 1-2).

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE. This decision docunment presents the

sel ected interimrenedial action for source control at PSCs 2, 41, and 43 at QU
2, NAS Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Florida. The selected action was chosen in
accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendnents
and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986, and the National O and Hazardous

Subst ances Conti ngency Plan (NCP, 40 Code of Federal Regul ations [CFR] 300).

Thi s deci sion docunent explains the factual basis and rationale for selecting the
interimrenmedies at PSCs 2, 41, and 43. The information supporting this interim
remedi al action decision is contained in the Adnministrative Record for this site.

Remedi al action objectives were established separately for PSC 2 and PSCs 41 and
43 due to the units' different nedia and types of contaminants. The purpose of
the interimrenedial action for PSC 2 is to renmove free product fromthe
subsurface soil and to conduct source renoval to reduce petrol eum contam nation
in the soil. The purpose of the interimrenedial action for PSCs 41 and 43 is
to reduce a potential source of contanmination to groundwater and exposure to Soi
contami nants by humans and wildlife. These interimrenedial actions wll

col l ectively reduce future contam nant exposure to humans and wildlife.

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the State of Florida concur
on the selected interimrenedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE. Actual or threatened rel eases of petrol eum products
and netals fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response actions
selected in the InterimRecord of Decision (IROD), may present an i mrnent and
substanti al endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

1.4 DESCRI PTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY. OU 2 is one of the three OUs that are
presently identified at NAS Jacksonville, Florida. The selected renedy at OU 2
addresses the PSCs in two groups. They are:

O PSC 2, the former fire-fighting training area; and
0 PSCs 41 and 43, the donestic and industrial sludge drying beds.

1.4.1 Potential Source of Contamination (PSC) 2 The preferred interimaction



for source control at PSC 2 is Alternative 2, devel oped and evaluated in the

Focused Renedi al |nvestigation and Focused Feasibility Study (FRI/FFS) for

PSC

2 at QU 2. This and other alternatives considered for PSC 2 are summari zed in

Table 1-1. The major conponents of the selected renmedy include:
0 collect free product fromthe subsurface soil and dispose offsite,

P2-41-43.1 RD

FGB. 09. 94

<I MG SRC 0494222>

<I MG SRC 0494222A>

Table 1-1

Conparative Anal yses of Renedial Alternatives for PSC 2

Interi m Record of Decision
PSCs 2, 41, and 43 at QU 2

NAS Jacksonville, Jacksonville,
Alternative 1: LNAPL recovery and excavation
Alternative 2: LNAPL recovery and excava-
and offsite thermal treatnment and di sposa
onsite thermal treatnent of contam -
Criterion contami nated soil and offsite disposal of
soil, onsite redeposition of treated soi
LNAPL
of fsite disposal of LNAPL
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
How ri sks are Alternative 1 would provide an increased |evel of
is the sanme as for Alternative 1
el i m nated, reduced, or protection of human health and the environ-
excavated soil remains onsite, risks are
controll ed ment. Risks are reduced by renoving contani -
through treatnment to renove contamni -
nants fromthe site, thereby preventing exposure
concern. Unlike Alternative 1, inple-
and reducing a source of groundwater contam
mentation of this alternative involves no risks
i nation. Worker health and safety requirenents

of fsite popul ations by transportation of
woul d be mai ntained. Subsequent risks at
contam nated soil.

Fl ori da

tion and
nat ed

and

Anal ysi s
Though
reduced

nants of

posed to



di sposal facility are reduced through offsite
treatnent for renoval of soil contan nants.

Short-term or No short-termor cross-nedia effects are expect- Anal ysi s
is the sanme as for Alternative 1
cross-nedia effects ed for the inplenmentation of this alternative.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chemnical -, location-, Cont am nants woul d be renmoved fromsoil via
Cont am nants woul d be renmoved fromsoil via

and action-specific offsite treatment to levels specified in State onsite
treatment to levels specified in State

ARARs ARARs for petrol eumcontaninated soil. |[If soil ARARs
for petroleumcontam nated soil. Air

is found to contain hazardous wastes, disposa
em ssions fromonsite treatnment unit may re-

ARARs woul d not be net by this alternative. quire
treatment to conply with ARARs. LNAPL
LNAPL woul d be recovered fromthe site to the woul d be

renmoved fromthe site to the extent
extent practicable.
practicabl e.

Long-term Ef fecti veness and Permanence

Magni t ude of residual Reduction in risk at PSC 2 is permanent be- Anal ysi s
is the sane as for Alternative 1. Onsite

risk cause contani nants woul d be renoved fromthe
redeposition of treated soil |eaves no residual

site. Contam nants renmining bel ow the speci -
fied action levels for this renedial action would
pose a m nimal direct-contact hazard and woul d

be addressed during the overall FS for QU 2 if
they pose a risk to groundwater uses. Risk
associ ated with soil contami nants is reduced
further through treatnment for rempval of these
cont am nants.

Adequacy of controls LNAPL recovery foll owed by excavation and Anal ysi s
is the same as for Alternative 1. The
subsequent offsite disposal of soil and LNAPL t her mal

treatment unit would be equi pped with
woul d provide i medi ate and | ong-term source
appropriate shut-down nechanisns if probl ens

control . with
i mpl ementation ari se.
Reliability of controls Excavation of soil is highly reliable. Ofsite Anal ysi s
is the sane as for Alternative 1. Opti-
di sposal reliability is acceptable. Ofsite treat- nm zation
of the thermal treatnent paraneters
ment equi pment is also generally reliable. during

the first week of operation would en-



reliability of the treatnment operation as

proper and continual naintenance of the

See notes at end of table.
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Tabl e 1-1 (Conti nued)

hance

woul d

uni t.

Conparative Anal yses of Renedial Alternatives for PSC 2

Interi mRecord of Decision
PSCs 2, 41, and 43 at QU 2

NAS Jacksonvill e, Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 1: LNAPL recovery and excavation
Alternative 2: LNAPL recovery and excava-

and offsite thermal treatnment and di sposal of
onsite thermal treatnent of contam -

Criterion contami nated soil and offsite disposal of
soil, onsite redeposition of treated soi
LNAPL

of fsite disposal of LNAPL

Reduction of Mbility, Toxicity, or Vol une

Treat ment process and Cont anmi nated soil would be thermally treated
Cont am nated soil would be treated onsite via

r emedy offsite at a stationary State-permitted facility.
treatment.

Amount of hazar dous Approxi mately 3,400 cubic yards (4,600 tons) of
is the sanme as for Alternative 1

mat eri al destroyed or contami nated soil would be treated under this

treated alternative.

Reducti on of nobility, Treatment of soil via thermal treatnent woul d
is the sane as for Alternative 1, except

toxicity, or volune achi eve significant and permanent reduction in
reductions in nmobility, toxicity, and vol une

t hrough treat ment toxicity, nobility, and volume of soil contam -

contam nants woul d occur within site bound-
nants. VOCs would be nobilized to the vapor
phase and destroyed in an afterburner

Irreversibility of Renmoval of VOCs fromsoil via thernal treat-
is the same as for Alternative 1
t reat ment ment is irreversible.

tion and
nat ed

and

t her nal

Anal ysi s

Anal ysi s
t hat
of

aries.

Anal ysi s



Type and quantity of Approxi mately 1,000 gallons of water from

Approxi mately 1,000 gallons of water from

treatment residual decont anmi nation woul d require treatnment.
decont anmi nati on woul d require treatnment.
Treated soil would be disposed by the offsite Unli ke
Alternative 1, treated soil would be re-
treat nent vendor. used
onsite as backfill in the excavated areas at
PSC 2.
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness
Protecti on of comu- If required, dust control would be inplenmented Anal ysi s
is the same as for Alternative 1. Air
nity during renedial during excavation of soil. Volatilization of soi
em ssions during thernmal treatnent woul d be
action contam nants woul d be nonitored during exca-
noni tored and control | ed.
vation and transport of soil, and controlled with
foam and covering. W rk area would be fenced
off to control access.
Protection of workers Wor kers woul d be required to follow an ap- Anal ysi s
is the sane as for Alternative 1. Expe-
during renedi al ac- proved Health and Safety Plan. There are risks ri enced
trai ned personnel would be responsible
tions associated with open hole excavation and vol a- for
operation of the thernmal treatnent unit.
tilization of contam nants during excavati on.
Environnental effects No effects expected to surface water or ground- Anal ysi s
is the same as for Alternative 1. Air
wat er. Rel eases of contaninants or particul ates
em ssions during thernmal treatnent woul d be
to air are expected to have mni mal environnen-
noni tored and controll ed, but would have m ni -
tal effect. mal
environnent al effects.
Time until renedi al Approxi mately 5 weeks are necessary to neet
Approxi mately 6 weeks are necessary to neet
action objectives are the renedi al action objectives for PSC 2. t he
remedi al action objectives for PSC 2.
achi eved
See notes at end of table.
P2-41-43. 1 RD
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Tabl e 1-1 (Conti nued)
Conparative Anal yses of Renedial Alternatives for PSC 2



Interi m Record of Decision
PSCs 2, 41, and 43 at QU 2

NAS Jacksonvill e, Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 1: LNAPL recovery and excavation
Alternative 2: LNAPL recovery and excava-

and offsite thermal treatnent and di sposal of
onsite thermal treatnent of contam -

Criterion contami nated soil and offsite disposal of
soil, onsite redeposition of treated soi
LNAPL

of fsite disposal of LNAPL

| mpl ementability

Ability to construct Soil would be transported to a prefabricated
treatment units are delivered prefabri-
t echnol ogy offsite stationary thernmal treatnent unit.

and require little construction or site

i on.

Reliability of Ofsite thermal treatnent has been inpl enmented
thermal treatnment has been inplenment-

t echnol ogy successfully at other sited with simlar waste

successfully at other sites with simlar waste

streanms. Regulated landfills for treated soil are
Unlike regulated landfills, onsite

desi gned and constructed to mininize | eaching
redeposi ti on does not have | eaching or runoff

of contam nants.

protocol s.

Ease of undert aking I mpl ementation of this alternative would pose no
is the sanme as for Alternative 1. How

addi ti onal renedi al i rpedi ment to additional remediation.

concrete pad constructed for staging of
action, if necessary
thermal treatnment unit would require renov-

before site restoration.

Moni t ori ng consi der - Air nonitoring would be conducted as appropri -
is the sanme as for Alternative 1. Ther-
ations ate during excavation and transportation

treatment system woul d be nonitored for
rel eases. Treated soil would be sam
anal yzed to denonstrate conpliance

remedi al obj ectives.

tion and
nat ed

and

Ther nal
cat ed

pr epar at

Onsite
ed

streans.

contro

Anal ysi s
ever,
t he

a

Anal ysi s
mal
gaseous
pl ed and

with



Coordination with other Coordination with NAS Jacksonville personne
is the sane as for Alternative 1, except
agenci es woul d be required for the duration of renedia
coordination with landfill agencies would
activities. Coordination with county, USEPA
necessary because treated soil would be
FDEP, and |l andfill regul atory agenci es neces-
redeposited onsite. Coordination with onsite
sary. Coordination with offsite stationary ther-
treatment vendors would be required
mal treatnent facility would be necessary al so.

Avail abilty and Availability of permtted stationary offsite thernal
Availabilty of thermal treatnment unit at tinme of

capacity of treatnent, treatment facilities for contaminated soil would
action is necessary. Unlike Alterna-

st orage, and di sposal be required at the tinme of remedial action
and 2, availability of offsite landfills is not

services Availability of landfills pernmitted to accept treat-
required.

ed soils would be required al so.

Availability of Construction contractors, equipnment, and | abo-
is the sanme as for Alternative 1. Ther-

t echnol ogi es, ratories are available. O fsite stationary thermnal
treatment vendors are generally avail abl e,

equi pnrent, and spe- treatment facilities are also available locally, but
woul d require schedul e coordi nation.

cialists woul d require coordination

Ability to obtain Approval from State and USEPA necessary prior
from State and USEPA necessary prior

approval s from ot her to offsite disposal of contami nated soil. Ap-
onsite treatnment. If results of the pilot treat-

agenci es proval from State and USEPA necessary prior to

test are acceptable, approval should not

offsite treatment of contamni nated soils.
difficult. Approval to backfill treated soi
woul d al so be necessary; sanpling and

of soil to denmponstrate efficacy of onsite

t would be required in order to get

See notes at end of table.
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Tabl e 1-1 (Conti nued)
Conparative Anal yses of Renedial Alternatives for PSC 2

Interi m Record of Decision
PSCs 2, 41, and 43 at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvill e, Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 1: LNAPL recovery and excavation
Alternative 2: LNAPL recovery and excava-

and offsite thermal treatnment and di sposal of tion and
onsite thermal treatnent of contam -
Criterion contami nated soil and offsite disposal of nat ed
soil, onsite redeposition of treated soi
LNAPL and
of fsite disposal of LNAPL
Cost
Capital costs $567, 000
$491, 00
&M Cost $14, 000
$21, 000
Total present worth $697, 000
$614, 000

(including contingency)

Notes: PSC = potential source of contam nation.
QU = operable unit.
NAS = naval air station.
LNAPL = |ight nonaqueous-phase |iquid.
ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents.
FS = feasibility study.
VOCs = vol atile organic conpounds.
USEPA = U.S. Environnental Protection Agency.
FDEP = Fl ori da Departnent of Environnental Protection.
&M = operating and mai nt enance.

P2-41-43.1 RD
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0 excavate and treat contam nated soil onsite, and
O backfill with treated soil and grade and revegetate the area.

| mpl ementation of the interimaction will reduce a potential continuing source
of groundwat er contam nation as well as reduce direct contact exposure to soi
contami nants by humans and wildlife at QU 2. The Navy estimates that the
preferred alternative will cost $614,000 to construct and will take 6 weeks to
i mpl emrent .

1.4.2 PSC 41 and 43 The preferred interimaction for source control at PSCs



41 and 43 is Alternative 5, devel oped and evaluated in the FRI/FFS for PSCs 41
and 43 at QU 2. This and other alternatives considered for PSCs 41 and 43 are
summari zed in Table 1-2. The mmjor conponents of the selected renedy include:

0 renove and di spose nonhazardous naterial offsite,
0O excavate and treat hazardous material onsite, and
O backfill with treated material and grade and revegetate the area.

I mpl ementation of the interimaction will also reduce a potential continuing
source of groundwater contam nation as well as reduce direct exposure to
contaminated materials by humans and wildlife at OU 2. The Navy estimates that
the preferred alternative will cost $558,000 to construct and will take 7 weeks
to inplenent.

1.5 DECLARATI ON STATEMENT. This interimaction is protective of human health
and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) for this Ilimted scope action, and is cost-
effective. Table 1-3 sunmarizes ARARs for the interimrenedial action. Although
this interimaction is not intended to fully address the statutory mandate for
per manence and treatnment to the maxi num extent practicable, this interimaction
uses treatnent for contami nated materials and debris and, thus, is in furtherance
of that statutory mandate. Because this action does not constitute the fina
remedy for contam nated groundwater at OU 2, the statutory preference for
remedi es that enploy treatnments that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volune as a
princi pal elenent, although addressed for contam nated materials in this renedy,
wi |l be addressed by the final response action(s) for groundwater. Subsequent
actions are planned to address the potential threats posed by the conditions in
the groundwater at QU 2.

Because this is an Interim Record of Decision (IROD), review of this site and of
this remedy will be ongoing as the Navy continues to develop final renedia
alternatives for OU 2.

1.6 SI GNATURE AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE REMEDY

Captain R D. Resavage

Commandi ng Officer, NAS Jacksonville Dat e
P2-41-43. 1 RD
FGB. 09. 94

Table 1-2
Conparative Anal yses of Renedia
Al ternatives for PSCs 41 and 43

InterimRecord of
Deci si on
PSCs 2, 41, and 43
at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvil l e,
Jacksonville, Florida



Al te

rnative 4: Excavation, offsite Al ternative 5: Excavation, onsite treatnent of
Alternative 3: Excavation and offsite disposal of
treatment and di sposal of filter nedia filter media and hazardous debris, onsite
Criterion all nedia and
hazar dous debris, offsite disposal redeposition of treated wastes, offsite disposal of
of
nonhazar dous debris nonhazar dous debris
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
How ri sks are Alternative 3 would provide an increased |evel of
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Though
el i m nated, reduced, or protection of human health and the environnent.
excavated filter nedia remain onsite, risks are re-
controll ed Ri sks are reduced by renoving contam nants from
duced through treatnment to inmobilize contani -
the site, thereby preventing exposure and reducing
nants of concern. Unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, no
a source of groundwater contam nation. Worker
risks are posed to offsite popul ations by trans-
health and safety requirenents woul d be naintai ned.
portation of contam nated filter nedia.
Short-term or No short-termor cross-nedia effects are expected
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3.
Cont am -
cross-nedia effects for the inplenentation of this alternative.
nants in stabilized nmedia are not expected to | each
fromtreated matrix.
Conpl i ance with ARARs
Chemnical -, location-, RCRA LDR ARARs for hazardous nedia woul d be
ARARs for disposal of hazardous and Analysis is the same as for Alternative 4. Also
con-
and action-specific net .
nonhazar dous nedi a woul d be net. tam nated filter nedia would be treated via
stabili -
ARARSs
Al so, contanminated filter nedia would zation for wastes at the sites.
be
treated via stabilization, for wastes at
PSCs
41 and 43.
Long-term Ef fecti veness and Permanence
Magni t ude of residual Reduction in risk at PSCs 41 and 43 is pernanent
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Risk
risk because contani nants woul d be renmoved fromthe Ri sk

associated with filter nmedia con- associated with filter nmedia contam nants is re-



site. Contam nants renmai ning woul d pose a mnini ma

tam nants is reduced further through duced further through treatnment to i nmmobilize
di rect-contact hazard and woul d be addressed

treatment i mmobilize these contanmi - these contaminants. Onsite redeposition of treated
during the overall FS for QU 2 if they pose a risk to

nants. nmedi a poses mininmal direct contact risk.

gr oundwat er uses.

Adequacy of controls Excavati on and subsequent offsite disposal of al
Excavati on and subsequent offsite Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3.
medi a woul d provide i nmedi ate and | ong-term
treatment and/or disposal of nedia
source control
woul d provide i medi ate and | ong-term

sour
ce control
Reliability of controls Excavation of nmedia is highly reliable. Reliability of
Excavation of nedia is highly reliable. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3, except
t hat
di sposal services is acceptable.

Reliability of treatnment and di sposal of fsite disposal of contam nated wastes woul d not
serv

i ces are acceptable. be necessary. Stabilization is a well-denonstrated

technol ogy and nobile units are generally reliable.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 1-2
(Conti nued)

Conparative Anal yses of Renedia
Al ternatives for PSCs 41 and 43

I nterimRecord of
Deci si on
PSCs 2, 41, and 43
at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvil l e,
Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 5: Excavation, onsite treatnent of

Al tern
ative 4: Excavation, offsite treatnent filter media and hazardous debris, onsite
Criterion Alternative 3: Excavation and offsite di sposal and
di sposal of filter media and hazardous redeposition of treated wastes, offsite
di sposa

of all nedia
debris, offsite disposal of nonhazardous debris of nonhazardous debris



Reducti on of Mbility, Toxicity, or Vol une

Treat ment process and Excavated filter nedia and debris would be
Excavated filter media and hazardous debris Filter media and hazardous debris would be
r emedy di sposed offsite w thout treatnent. woul d
be treated offsite via stabilization and treated using onsite stabilization equiprment and
subseq
uently di sposed. Nonhazardous debris backfilled onsite. Nonhazardous debris would
woul d
not be treated but would be decontam - not be treated but woul d be decontani nated
nat ed
onsite prior to offsite disposal. prior to offsite disposal
Amount of hazardous Nei t her contanminated filter nedia nor debris
Approxi mately 2,450 cubic yards of filter nedia Approxi mately 2,450 cubic yards of filter
medi a
mat eri al destroyed or woul d be treated under this alternative. and
114 tons of debris would be treated offsite and 114 tons of hazardous debris would be
treated under
this alternative. Nonhazardous debris treated onsite under this alternative. Nonhaz-
woul d
not be treated. ardous debris would not be treated
Reducti on of nobility, Toxicity, nobility, and volume of contani nants
Treatment of filter nedia and hazardous debris Analysis is the same as for Alternative 4.
toxicity, or volune in filter media would be reduced onsite but Vi a
stabilization would achieve significant reduc-
t hrough treat ment woul d be transferred to an offsite landfill. tion
in mobility of contam nants. Inorganic
compou
nds woul d becone entrapped in a | ow
per mea
bility matrix. However, addition of chem
ica
setting agents to the wastes would increase
t he
vol une of contam nated nedia. The toxicity
of
contam nants woul d not be reduced because
t hey
are entrapped rather than destroyed.
Irreversibility of No treatnment is used, but disposal is generally
Stabilization is a potentially reversible treatnent. Analysis is the sane as for Alternative 4.
t r eat ment irreversible.
O fsite disposal is generally irreversible.
Type and quantity of Approxi mately 1,000 gallons of water from
Approximately 1,000 gallons of water from Approxi mately 1,000 gallons of water from
treatment residual decont anmi nation woul d require treatnment.
decont anmi nation woul d require treatnment. decont anmi nation woul d require treatnment.

Treat ed wastes woul d be reused as backfill in



excavated areas at PSCs 41 and 43.

See notes at end of table.
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Conparative Anal yses of Renedia
Al ternatives for PSCs 41 and 43

InterimRecord of
Deci si on
PSCs 2, 41, and 43
at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvil |l e,
Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 5: Excavation, onsite treatnent of

Al tern
ative 4: Excavation, offsite treatnent filter media and hazardous debris, onsite
Criterion Alternative 3: Excavation and offsite di sposal and
di sposal of filter media and hazardous redeposition of treated wastes, offsite
di sposa
of all nedia
debris, offsite disposal of nonhazardous debris of nonhazardous debris
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness
Protection of cummu- If required, dust control would be inplenmented
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3
except
nity during renedial during excavation of filter nedia. Volatilization
that treated wastes remain within site bound-
action of filter nmedia contam nants should not be
aries.
probl emati c because VOC contami nation is not
extensive at the sites. Wrk areas would be
fenced off to control access.
Protection of workers Wor kers woul d be required to follow an
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3
during renedi al ac- approved Health and Safety Plan. There are
Trai ned personnel would be responsible for the
tions human safety risks associated with open hol e

operation of the stabilization equipnent.
excavati on.

Environnental effects No effects expected to surface water or ground-



Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3
i
wat er. Rel eases of contaninants or particul ates
curing conditions are optinized and the cheni -
to air are expected to have mini mal environnen-
cal environnment remmins the sane, contam -
tal effect.
nants should not |each fromstabilized filter

medi a that woul d be backfilled onsite.

Time until renedi al Approxi mately 5 weeks are necessary to neet
Approxi mately 5 weeks are necessary to neet Approxi mately 7 weeks are necessary to
nmeet

action objectives are the renedi al action objectives for PSCs 41 and t he
remedi al action objectives for PSCs 41 and the renedi al action objectives for PSCs 41 and

achi eved 43. 43.
43.

| mpl ementability

Ability to construct No construction would be required for inple-
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Wastes woul d be treated using
prefabricated

t echnol ogy mentation of this alternative.

stabilization equi prent, a well-denonstrated
technol ogy that uses comon equi pnrent and

requires mnimal construction or site prepara-

tion.
See notes at end of table.
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Conparative Anal yses of Renedia
Al ternatives for PSCs 41 and 43

InterimRecord of
Deci si on
PSCs 2, 41, and 43
at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvil l e,
Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 5: Excavation, onsite treatnent of



Al tern

ative 4: Excavation, offsite treatnent filter media and hazardous debris, onsite
Criterion Alternative 3: Excavation and offsite di sposal and
di sposal of filter media and hazardous redeposition of treated wastes, offsite
di sposa
of all nedia
debris, offsite disposal of nonhazardous debris of nonhazardous debris
Reliability of Regul ated | andfills are designed and construct-
Offsite stabilization has been used successfully Onsite stabilization has been inplenmented
suc-
t echnol ogy ed to mnimze | eaching of contani nants. with
simlar waste streans. Regulated landfills cessfully at other sites with sinilar waste
are
desi gned and constructed to nmininize streanms. Unlike regulated landfills, onsite
| eachi
ng of contam nants. redeposition of treated nmedia does not have
| eaching or runoff control protocols.
Ease of undert aking I mpl ementation of this alternative would pose no
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Care woul d have to be taken to avoid
unneces-
addi ti onal renedi al | npedi nent to additional renediation.
sary di sturbance of backfilled treated wastes
action, if necessary
when undert aki ng additional investigations or
remedi al actions. Disturbing backfilled areas is
undesi rabl e because it woul d provi de pat hways
for reversal of treatnment and weakeni ng of the
structural integrity of the stabilized nedia.
Moni t ori ng consi der - Air nonitoring would be conducted as appropri -
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3
Air
ations ate during excavation and transportation
nmoni toring would al so be required during
stabilization of wastes. Treated wastes woul d
be sanpl ed and anal yzed to denonstrate
conpliance with TC | eachi ng standards for
PSCs 41 and 43.
Coordi nati on with other Coordi nati on with NAS Jacksonville personne
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Coor- Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3.

Coor -
agenci es woul d be required for the duration of renedia



dination with offsite stabilization woul d dination with stabilization woul d

activities. Coordination with county, USEPA, be
required. be required.
FDEP, and |l andfill regul atory agenci es neces-
sary.
See notes at end of table.
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Conparative Anal yses of Renedia
Al ternatives for PSCs 41 and 43

InterimRecord of
Deci si on

PSCs 2, 41, and 43
at QU 2

NAS Jacksonvil |l e,
Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative 5: Excavation, onsite treatnent of

Al tern

ative 4: Excavation, offsite treatnent filter media and hazardous debris, onsite

Criterion Alternative 3: Excavation and offsite di sposal and
di sposal of filter media and hazardous redeposition of treated wastes, offsite
di sposa

of all nedia

debris, offsite disposal of nonhazardous debris of nonhazardous debris

Avai lability and Availability of landfills pernmitted to accept exca-

Availability of offsite stabilization equipnment for Availability of stabilization equipnent
for con-

capacity of treatnent, vated filter nedia, and hazardous and nonhaz-
contanmi nated nmedi a woul d be required at the tam nated nedia would be required at the
time

st orage, and di sposal ardous debris would be required at the tine of tinme

of renedial action. Availability of landfills of renedial action. Availability of landfills
per -
services renmedi al action.
permtted to accept nonhazardous debris would mtted to accept nonhazardous debris woul d
be
be
required al so. required al so.

Availability of Construction contractors, equipnment, and | abo-
Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3. Stabili- Analysis is the same as for Alternative 3.
Mobi | e

t echnol ogi es, ratories are avail abl e. zation



equi pnent and specialists are al so gener- stabilization equi prent and specialists are al so

equi pnent, and spe- ally
avail abl e, but would require coordination. general ly avail abl e, but would require
coor di na-

cialists
tion.

Ability to obtain Approval from State and USEPA are necessary
Approvals from State and USEPA are necessary Approvals from State and USEPA are
necessary

approval s from ot her prior to offsite disposal of contami nated filter pri or
to offsite treatnent. |f results of the pilot prior to onsite treatnment. |If results of the
pi | ot

agenci es medi a and debri s.
treatment test are acceptable, approval should treatment test are acceptable, approva
shoul d

not be

difficult. not be difficult. Approval to backfill treated
filter

medi a onsite woul d al so be necessary; sam
pling and analysis of filter nmedia to denon-
strate efficacy of onsite treatnent would be

required in order to get approval.

Cost

Capital costs $1, 706, 000
$1, 836, 000 $444, 000

&M Cost s $14, 000
$14, 000 $21, 000

Total present worth $2, 064, 000
$2, 220, 000 $558, 000

(including contingency)

Notes: PSC = potential source of contam nation. FS =
feasibility study.

QU = operable unit. VOC =

vol atil e organi c conpound.

NAS = naval air station
FDEP = Fl orida Departnent of Environnental
Protection.

ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents. TC =
toxicity characteristic
RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. USEPA

= U. S. Environmental Protection Agency.
LDR = Land Di sposal Restrictions.

P2-41-43.1 RD
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Tabl e
1-3
Synopsi s of Federal and
State ARARs for QU 2

I nteri m Record

of Deci sion
PSCs 2, 41,

and 43 at QU 2
NAS Jacksonvil | e,

Jacksonville, Florida

Federal or State Standards
and Requirenents Requi renents Synopsi s
Consideration in the Renedi al Response Process

Endanger ed Species Act [50 This act requires action to avoid jeopardizing the
conti nued exis- I nvestigation and/or renediation that may i npact a rare species or

CFR, Part 402] tence of listed endangered or threatened species or
nodi fication habitat (e.g., gopher tortoise [Gophorus polyphenus]), requires

of their habitat.
notification to the agency and minim zati on of the adverse effects to

such endangered species due to renedial activities.

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent Requi res Federal agencies to evaluate the potentia
ef fects of Al ternatives that involve nodification or construction within a fl ood-

Executive Order No. 11968 [40 adverse inpacts to floodplains associated with
direct and indirect plain may not be selected unless a deternmination is made that no

CFR, Part 6] devel opnent of a fl oodpl ai n.
practicable alternative exists. |f no practicable alternative exists,

potential harm nust be nminimzed and action taken to restore and

preserve the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain.

RCRA, General Facility Stan- Section 264.18 establishes that a facility |ocated
in a 100-year May be rel evant and appropriate if a treatnment facility is established

dards [40 CFR, Subpart B, fl oodpl ai n must be desi gned, constructed, and
mai nt ai ned to onsite for remediation of wastes fromthe domestic and industria

264.10 264. 18] prevent washout of any hazardous wastes by a 100-
year fl ood. sl udge dryi ng beds.

Nat i onal Environnmental Policy Requi res an Environnental |npact Statenent or a
“functional During the feasibility study process, identification and eval uation of

Act (NEPA) [40 CFR, Part 6] equi valent" for Federal actions that may inpact the
human envi - alternatives involving excavation, transport, or backfilling, in or

ronment. Also requires that Federal agencies

mnimze the adj acent to a floodplain should address the alternative's inpact on

degradation, |oss, or destruction of wetlands, and



preserve and the floodplain as it relates to NEPA. According to the Federal Ener-
enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands
and fl oodpl ai ns gency Managenent Agency, floodplains are present at Operable Unit
under Executive Orders 11990 and 11988.
2 at Naval Air Station Jacksonville.

Occupational Safety and Health Est abl i shes pernissible exposure limts for
wor kpl ace exposure to St andards are applicable for worker exposure to OSHA hazar dous
Act (OSHA), Occupati onal a specific listing of chemcals.

chemicals during renmedial activities.
Heal th and Safety Regul ati ons
[29 CFR, Part 1910, Subpart Z]

Resource Conservation and Re- Defines those solid wastes subject to regulation as
hazar dous These requi rements define RCRA-regul ated wastes, thereby delineating
covery Act (RCRA), Iden- wast es under 40 CFR Parts 262-265

accept abl e managenment approaches for listed and characteristically
tification and Listing of Hazar-

hazar dous wastes that should be incorporated into the renedia
dous Waste [40 CFR, Part 261]

response for the donestic and industrial sludge drying beds.

See notes at the end of table.
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Synopsis of Potenti al
Federal and State ARARs for OU 2

Interim
Record of Deci sion
PSCs 2,
41, and 43 at QU 2
NAS
Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal or State Standards and
Requi renent s Requi renents Synopsi s
Consideration in the Renedi al Response Process

CAA, National Anmbient Air Est abl i shes primary (health-based) and secondary
(wel f are-based) Site renedial activities nmust conply with NAAQS. The nobst rel evant

Qual ity Standards (NAAQS) standards for air quality for carbon nonoxide, |ead
ni trogen di oxi de, pol lutant standard is for particulate matter less than 10 microns in

[40 CFR, Part 50] particul ate matter, ozone, and sul fur oxides.

size (PMLO) as defined in 40 CFR, Section 50.6. The PMLO standard is

based on the detrinmental effects of particulate matter to the |ungs of



humans. The PMLO standard for a 24-hour period is 150 m crograns

per cubic meter (ug/nmB) of air, not to be exceeded nore than once

a year. Renedial construction activities such as excavation will need
to include controls to ensure conpliance with the PMLO standard.

The attai nnent and mai ntenance of prinmary and secondary NAAQS

are required to protect hunman health and welfare (wildlife, climate,
recreation, transportation, and econom ¢ values). These standards

are applicable during renedial activities, such as soil excavation, that

may result in exposure to hazardous chem cals through dust and

vapors.
CAA, New Source Perfornmance Thi s regul ati on estabi shes new source performance
st andar ds Because NSPS are source-specific requirenents, they are not
St andards (NSPS) [40 CFR, (NSPS) for specified sources, including
incinerators. This rule general ly consi dered applicable to CERCLA cl eanup actions.
Part 60] establishes a particul ate em ssion standard of 0.08
grai ns per dry However, an NSPS nay be applicable for an incinerator, or may be
standard cubic foot corrected to 12 percent carbon
di oxi de for a relevant and appropriate requirenment if the pollutant enmtted and
sour ces.

the technol ogy enpl oyed during the cleanup action are sufficiently

simlar to the pollutant and source category regul at ed.

RCRA, Standards for Oaners This rul e establishes m nimum nati onal standards
that define the Renmedi al alternatives for PSC 43 that involve the managenent of

and Operators of Hazardous accept abl e managenent of hazardous wastes for owners
and RCRA wastes at an offsite treatment, storage, or disposal unit would

Waste Treatnent, Storage, and operators of facilities that treat, store, or
di spose hazardous wastes. need to nmeet the substantive requirenents of this rule.

Di sposal (TSD) Facilities [40
CFR, Part 264]

RCRA, Use and Managenent Sets standards for the storage of containers of
hazar dous waste. This rule would be an ARAR for remedial alternatives for PSCs 41
of Containers [40 CFR, Part
and 43 that involve the storage of contai ners of RCRA hazardous
264, Subpart 1]
waste onsite. The staging of study-generated RCRA wastes shoul d

nmeet the intent of this regulation. These requirenents are relevant
and appropriate for containerized wastes at CERCLA sites.

RCRA, Incinerators [40 CFR, This regul ation specifies the performance standards,



operating These requirenments are applicable for renmedial actions involving the
Subpart O, 264.340-264.599] requi renents and nonitoring, inspection, and closure
gui del i nes for of fsite incineration of RCRA-regul ated wastes.
any incinerator that manages hazardous waste.

See notes at end of table.
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Chapter 17-775, FAC, This rule establishes criteria for the thermal
treatment of petroleum This requirenent is not applicable to soil classified as hazardous.

Florida Soil Thermal Facilities or petrol eum product-contanm nated soil. Guidelines
for managenent However, it may be a relevant and appropriate requirenent for soi

Regul ati ons and treatnent of soil to levels that prevent future
cont anmi nati on of contaminated with constituents that are significantly simlar to the

ot her soil, groundwater, and surface water are

provi ded. Chapter 17- organi ¢ and inorganic constituents regul ated under this rule.

775.300, FAC, provides pernmitting requirenents for
soi | thermal

treatnment facilities. This section states that soi
nmust be screened or

ot herwi se processed to prevent soil particles
greater than 2 inches in

di aneter fromentering the thermal treatnment unit.
This rule further

outlines procedures for excavating, receiving,
handl i ng, and stockpil -

ing contam nated soil prior to thermal treatnment in
both stationary

and nobile facilities.

RCRA, Mani fest System This rule outlines procedures for manifesting
hazar dous waste for These regul ations apply if a renedial alternative involves the
of fsite

Recor dkeepi ng, and Reporting owners and operators of onsite and offsite



facilities that treat, store, treatnent, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste, as for PSCs
41

[40 CFR, Part 264, Subpart E] or di spose hazardous waste.
and 43.

Hazar dous Materials Transpor- These regul ati ons outline procedures for the
packagi ng, | abeling, For remedi al actions involving offsite disposal, hazardous
material s

tation Act (49 CFR, Parts 171, mani f esti ng, and transporting of hazardous
mat eri al s. woul d need to be packaged, nanifested, and transported to a

173, 178, and 179) and Hazard-

licensed offsite disposal facility in conpliance with these regul ations.
ous Materials Transportation
Regul ati ons

RCRA, Standards Applicable to This rul e establishes procedures for transporters of
hazar dous waste If a remedial alternative involves offsite transportati on of hazardous
Transporters of Hazardous within the United States if the transportation
requi res a manifest waste for treatnent and/or disposal, these requirenents nust be
Waste [40 CFR, Part 263 under 40 CFR, Part 262.
att ai ned.
Subparts A - C, 263.10-263. 31]

RCRA, Standards Applicable to These rul es establish standards for generators of
hazar dous wast es If an alternative involves the offsite transportation of hazardous
Generators of Hazardous Waste that address: accumnul ati ng waste, preparing
hazar dous waste for wastes, the material nust be shipped in proper containers that are
[40 CFR, Part 262, Subparts A - shi pment, and preparing the uniform hazardous waste
mani f est . accurately marked and | abel ed, and the transporter nust display
D, 262.10-262. 44] These requirenents are integrated with U S
Department of Transpor- proper placards. These rules specify that all hazardous waste

tation (USDOT) regulations.
shi pments nust be acconpani ed by an appropriate manifest.

RCRA, Hazardous Waste This rule sets forth procedures that the USEPA will
use to nake Al t hough this regul ati on does not stipulate substantive cl eanup re-

Managenment System [40 CFR, i nformati on available to the public and sets forth
rules that TSD qui renents, it details confidentially procedures for offsite TSD

Part 260] facilities nmust follow to assert clains of business

confidentiality with facilities.

respect to information submtted to the USEPA
Pursuant to 40 CFR

Parts 261-265.

See notes at end of table.
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RCRA, ldentification and Listing This rule defines those solid wastes that are

subject to regulation as Soil and filter nedia excavated from PSCs 41 and 43 are RCRA-
listed
of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR, hazar dous wastes under 40 CFR, Parts 262-265. The
applicability of wastes. Al soil and containers will be nmanaged in accordnce with
Part 261, 261.1-261.33] RCRA regul ations to wastes found at a site is
dependent on the solid this regulation

waste neeting one of the following criteria: (1)
the wastes are

generated through a RCRA-1isted source process, (2)
the wastes are

RCRA-1i sted wastes from a non-specific source, or
(3) the waste is

characteristically hazardous due to ignitability,
corrositivity, reactivity,

or toxicity.

RCRA, Land Di sposal Restric- This rule sets forth five options for managenent of
hazar dous debri s: Debris at Operable Unit 2 (i.e., filter nedia) would be classified as
tions (LDRs) for Newy Listed (1) treat the debris to perfornmance standards
established in this rule hazardous debris if it is contam nated with RCRA-listed waste
t hat
Wast es and Hazardous Debris t hrough one of 17 approved technol ogi es, (2) obtain
a ruling from has LDR standards or with waste that exhibits a toxic characteristic.
[40 CFR, Parts 148, 260, 261, USEPA that the debris no | onger contains hazardous
debris, (3) treat Under CERCLA, renoval of contam nants from debris by decon-
262, 264, 265, 270, and 271] the debris using a technol ogy approved through an
"equi val ent tam nati on and replacing the debris within an Area of Concern (AQC)
t echnol ogy denonstration,” (4) treat the debris to
exi sting LDR is permitted. As long as novenent of waste is conducted within the
standards for wastes contam nating the debris and
continue to ACC and outside of a serparate RCRA unit, placenent of wastes has
manage under RCRA Subtitle C, or (5) dispose debris
in an RCRA not occurred and, therefore, LDRs are not triggered. However, if the
Subtitle Clandfill under the generic extension of
the capacity debris is determned to be hazardous, and placenent is determ ned
vari ance for hazardous debris, which expired on May
8, 1994. to occur, the debris would be treated to existing LDR standards for

wastes contami nating the debris and managed under RCRA Subtitle



RCRA, LDRs [40 CFR, Part 268] This rule establishes restrictions for the | and
di sposal of untreated Treated and untreated waste at OU 2 will need to nmeet these
hazar dous wastes and provi des treatnent standards
for these | and- requi renents prior to disposal in a regulated |andfill
banned wastes. Under this rule, treatment standards
have been
established for nost |isted hazardous wastes.
RCRA, Corrective Action This rule establishes corrective acti on managenent
units (CAMJ) and The substantive requirenments of this rule are potential ARARs at OU
Management Units; Corrective tenporary units (TU) as two options for corrective
actions at per- 2 because hazardous wastes would be stored onsite for any renedi a
Action Provisions Under Sub- mtted RCRA facilities.

alternatives at PSCs 41, and 43.
title C[40 CFR, Parts 260, 264
265, 268, 270, and 271]

RCRA, Contingency Plan and This regulation outlines the requirenents for
procedures to be These requirenments are rel evant and appropriate for renedia

Emer gency Procedures [40 followed in the event of an energency such as an
explosion, fire, or actions involving the managenent of hazardous waste

CFR, Subpart D, 264.30-264. 37] ot her energency event.

See notes at end of table.
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Occupational Safety and Health This act requires establishment of prograns to
assure worker health Under 40 CFR, Part 300.38, requirenents apply to all response
Act (OSHA), General Industry and safety at hazardous waste sites, including
enpl oyee training activities under the NCP. During renedial action at the site, these
Standards [29 CFR, Part 1910] requi renents.

regul ati ons nmust be maint ai ned.



OSHA, Recordkeepi ng, Report- Provi des recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents
applicable to These requirenments apply to all site contractors and subcontractors

i ng, and Rel ated Regul ati ons remedi al activities.
and nust be followed during all site work. During renedial action

[29 CFR, Part 1904]
at the site, these regul ations nmust be naintained.

OSHA, Health and Safety Stan- Specifies the type of safety training, equipnment,
and procedures to Al'l phases of the remedial response project should be executed in
dards [29 CFR, Part 1926] be used during site investigation and renedi ation

conpliance with this regulation. During renedial action at the site,

t hese regul ati ons nust be mai ntai ned.

RCRA, General Facility Stan- Sets the general facility requirenments including
general waste Because the renedial action planned for QU 2 involves the

dards [40 CFR, Subpart B, anal yses, security measures, inspections, and
training requirenents. managenment of RCRA wastes at an offsite TSD facility, these

264. 10- 264. 18]
requi renments are applicable.

RCRA, Preparedness and Pre- This regul ation outlines requirenments for safety
equi prent and spil | Saf ety and conmmuni cati on equi pnent shoul d be incorporated into

vention [40 CFR, Part 264, control for hazardous waste facilities. Facilities
nmust be desi ghed, all aspects of the remedial process and | ocal authorities should be

Subpart (] mai nt ai ned, constructed, and operated to minim ze
the possibility of famliarized with site operations.

an unpl anned rel ease that could threaten hunman
health or the
envi ronnent .

Chapter 17-4, FAC, Florida Est abl i shes procedures for obtaining pernmts for
sources of pollution. The substantive permitting requirements of this rule nmust be net
Rul es on Permits, May 1991
during the renedial action at QU 2.

Chapter 17-736, FAC, Requires warning signs at National Priority List and
FDEP (fornerly Because Naval Air Station Jacksonville is currently listed on the NPL

Fl ori da Rul es on Hazar dous FDER) identified hazardous waste sites to informthe
public of the this requirenent is applicable.

Waste Warning Signs, July presence of potentially harnful conditions.

1991

Chapter 17-730, FAC, Florida Adopts by reference appropriate sections of 40 CFR
and est ab- The substantive permitting requirenments for hazardous waste nust

Hazar dous Waste Rul es, August lished m nor additions to these regul ations
concerning the genera- be met where applicable for CERCLA renedial actions. Actions at

1990 tion, storage, treatnent, transportation, and
di sposal of hazardous RCRA permitted units (PSCs 41 and 43) are subject to substantive

wast e.

requi renents.

Chapter 17-770, FAC, Florida Est abl i shes a cl eanup process to be foll owed at al



petrol eum Rel evant and appropriate requirenent for petrol eum contam nated
Petrol eum Cont am nated Site contam nated sites.

sites (PSC 2).
Cleanup Criteria, February 1990

See notes at end of table.

P2-41-43.1 RD
FGB. 09. 94

Tabl e
1-3 (Continued)
Synopsis of Potenti al
Federal and State ARARs for OU 2

Interim
Record of Deci sion
PSCs 2,
41, and 43 at QU 2
NAS
Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal or State Standards and
Requi renent s Requi renents Synopsi s
Consideration in the Renedi al Response Process

Chapter 17-775, FAC, Florida Est abli shes criteria for the thermal treatnent of
petrol eum or petro- Rel evant and appropriate requirenent for renediati on of petrol eum

Soi | Thernmal Treatnment | eum product-contam nated soil. The rule further
outlines proce- contaninated sites (PSC 2).

dures for excavating, receiving, handling, and
st ockpi | i ng contami n-

ated soil prior to thermal treatment in both
stationary and nobile

facilities.

RCRA, Solid Waste Land This rule sets forth requirenments for disposal of
waste within a solid This rule stipulates that no free |liquids, no hazardous wastes, and
Di sposal Requirenents [40 waste landfill. It sets forth construction and
nmonitoring re- no reactive wastes nay be deposited within a Subtitle D |andfill
CFR, Part 258] qui renents of Subtitle D landfills.

Not es: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents.
QU = operable unit.

PSC = potential source of contam nation.
NAS = naval air station.
CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations.

RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

CAA = Clean Air Act.

CERCLA = Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act.
FAC = Florida Adnministrative Code.

FDEP = Fl orida Departnent of Environnental Protection.



FDER = Fl ori da Departnent of Environnental Regul ation.

P2-41-43.1 RD
FGB. 09. 94

2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTION. NAS Jacksonville is located in the
nort hwestern section of Duval County on the western bank of the St. Johns River;
QU 2 is located in the northern part of the installation (Figure 2-1). The

of ficial mission of NAS Jacksonville is to provide facilities, service, and
manageri al support for the operation and nai ntenance of naval weapons and
aircraft to operating forces of the U. S. Navy as designated by the Chief of Nava
Operations. Sonme of the tasks required to acconplish this nission include
operation of fuel storage facilities, performance of aircraft mintenance,

mai nt enance and operation of engine repair facilities and test cells for turbojet
engi nes, and support of special weapons systens.

The | and use west of PSCs 2, 41, and 43 is primarily conmposed of a
residential/recreational nature. The Tinuquana Country Club and Golf Course
border QU 2 to the west. Access to the country club is restricted to nenbers and
guests. Two private residences abut the NAS boundary an the northwest side of

QU 2 near the St. Johns River (see Figure 2-2). A residential area (trailer
park) al so abuts the NAS boundary west of the Tinmuquana Country Club; the
distance fromthis trailer park to QU 2 is about 3,000 feet. Access to QU 2 is
limted because of its proximty to the NAS taxi ways and runways, which have
additional security requirenents. A chainlink fence along the base boundary and
conti nuous patrols make access by unauthorized personnel unlikely and |imted.

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES. The area incorporated i nto NAS
Jacksonvill e has been used for U S. Navy operations since 1940. QU 2, which is

| ocated on the northern part of NAS Jacksonville, has historically been used
primarily for wastewater treatnent. |Its secondary use has been for fire-fighting
traini ng.

Past operations at the wastewater treatnment plant |ocated within OU 2 that
possi bly affected soil quality include:

0 drying sludge in unlined beds (PSCs 41 and 43),
0 discharge of treated water to an unlined polishing pond (PSC 42), and
O land disposal of sludge renpved fromthe drying beds (PSCs 3 and 4).

In addition to the treatnment plant, a former fire-fighting training area (PSC 2)
is located within QU 2. Burning fuels within the unlined pit at the training
area has affected soil quality at PSC 2.

Probabl e waste nmaterials disposed at OU 2 include aviation fuels and waste
petrol eum products (at the forner fire-fighting training area), inorganic and
organi ¢ conmpounds (at the donestic and industrial wastewater sludge drying beds),
and asbestos (at PSC 4). PSC 4 will be evaluated during the site-wi de Renedia

I nvestigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to be conducted in the near future.



An FRI/FFS study is currently on going at PSCs 3 and 42. The three potentia
source areas studied as part of this investigation (PSCs 2, 41, and 43 [see
Figure 2-1]) are described briefly in the follow ng subsections.
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<I MG SRC 0494222B>

2.2.1 Former Fire-fighting Training Area (PSC 2) The former fire-fighting
training area (PSC 2) is a shallow, unlined, circular pit, approxinmately 120 feet
in diameter. Since 1966, obsol ete vehicle chassis and parts were periodically
staged on the pit, covered with JP-4, JP-5, aviation gasoline, or waste petrol eum
products, and then ignited to sinulate aircraft crashes. An estimated

6, 000 gall ons of fuel were burned annually. PSC 2 was renoved from service as

a fire-fighting training area in 1991. NAS Jacksonville conpleted construction

of a new fire-fighting training area just northeast of PSC 2 in 1992.

2.2.2 Donestic Waste Sludge Drying Beds (PSC 41) The domestic waste sludge
dryi ng beds (PSC 41) were constructed in 1970 to receive sludge fromthe
anaerobic digester at the wastewater treatnment plant. They were in use unti
1987. The system consists of five unlined beds, each nmeasuring 50 by 50 feet.
The 3-foot-high containment walls and outside dikes are constructed of concrete
bl ocks. The beds are underlain with approximately 7 inches of sand, 3 inches of
fine gravel, and 6 to 12 inches of coarse gravel. An underdrain system
consisting of three 6-inch dianeter vitrified clay drain lines collected |eachate
fromthe beds and returned it to the headworks of the wastewater treatnent plant.
During operations, approximtely 300 cubic yards or dried sludge were renoved
annually fromthe donestic waste sludge drying beds. Between 1962 and 1980 the
dri ed sludge was di sposed on the land at PSCs 3 and 4.

Bef ore construction of the industrial waste sludge drying beds in 1980, sludge
fromthe industrial wastewater treatnent operation was al so discharged to the
donmestic waste sludge drying beds. 1In 1987 USEPA cl assified the domestic waste
sl udge drying beds as surface inpoundnents operated to treat hazardous wastes
FO01 t hrough FO05, F006, and FO19 (40 CFR 261). FO001 through FOO5 consists of
sludge resulting fromtreatnent of rinsewater from paint stripping and parts

cl eani ng operations. FO006 waste is wastewater treatnment sludge from

el ectropl ating operations. FO019 waste is wastewater treatnent sludge fromthe
cheni cal conversion coating of alum num The donestic waste sludge drying beds
were permanently renoved from service on June 10, 1987, with the renunining sludge
renoved and taken to an offsite USEPA-permitted landfill. At present, the nedia
within the beds consist of filter nmedia (sand and gravel) along with finer
grained soil at the surface.

2.2.3 Industrial Waste Sludge Drying Beds (PSC 43) The industrial waste sludge
dryi ng beds (PSC 43) were constructed in 1980 to dewater industrial wastewater
treatment sludge fromelectroplating operations. Each of the four beds is
approximately 15 by 18 feet and enclosed with concrete retaining walls. The



bottons of the beds are unlined. Filter nmedia within the beds consist of, from
the surface of the bed downward, an approximately 12-inch thick sand | ayer, a 4-
i nch medi um gravel |ayer, and a m m num 6-i nch coarse gravel |ayer. A synthetic
filter material separates the two gravel |ayers. The bottons of each bed are

sl oped toward centralized perforated plastic | eachate collection pipes that
returned | eachate to the headworks of the industrial wastewater treatnent plant.
Approxi mately 41 cubic yards of dried sludge were excavated annually fromthe
drying beds. The industrial waste sludge drying beds were permanently renoved
fromservice in Novenber 1988, with the remaining sludge renoved and taken to an
of fsite USEPA-permitted landfill in 1991. At present, the nedia within the beds
consist of filter sand and gravels. The waste codes in PSC 43 are FO01 through
FO05, F006, and F019, which are the same as in PSC 41.

On Septenber 1991, Naval Air Station Jacksonville entered into A Federa
Facilities Agreenment (FFA) with the USEPA and the forner Florida Departnent of
Envi ronnental Regul ati on (FDER) (agency is now naned Fl orida Departnent of
Environnental Protection (FDEP)). The purpose of this agreenment was to establish
a procedural framework and schedul e for devel oping, inplenenting, and nonitoring
appropriate response actions at NAS Jacksonville in accordance with existing
regul ations. The FFA requires the subnittal of several primary docunents for
each of the Operable Units at NAS Jacksonville.

In 1988, after a review of groundwater nmonitoring data, FDER i ssued a Consent
Order requiring closure of the industrial sludge drying beds. 1In response to the
Consent Order, NAS Jacksonville devel oped a closure plan for both the donestic
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and the industrial waste sludge drying beds, along with the wastewater treatnent
pl ant polishing pond (PSC-42, also located at QU 2). |n Septenber 1991, FDER
i ssued a permit for closure and post-closure at PSCs 41, 42, and 43.

As provided in Section VII of the Federal Facility Agreenment (FFA), parties
should intend to integrate the NAVY's CERCLA response obligations and Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action obligations into any
remedi al actions. As such, the FFA establishes the mechani sm whereby renedi ation
of the PSCs will occur under the provisions of CERCLA with RCRA considered as an
ARAR wi th respect to rel eases of hazardous waste. Further, the FFA states that
permits shall be nodified again after the CERCLA process has resulted in the
final selection of a remedial action.

Prelim nary Assessnment and Site Inspection (PA/SI) activities were conpleted in
the early to md-1980's at PSC 2. One groundwater monitoring well was installed
during the SI, which has since been abandoned. PSCs 41 and 43 have been

i nvestigated for groundwater conpliance with RCRA standards since 1983. Though
several groundwater nonitoring wells were installed at PSCs 41 and 43, no soi

or filter media sanples were collected or analyzed during previous investigations
at PSCs 2, 41, and 43.

2.3 HI GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATION. The FRI/FFS report for PSCs 2, 41,
and 43 at QU 2 and the Proposed Plan were conpleted and rel eased to the public
on August 12, 1994, and on August 10, 1994, respectively. These docunents and



other Installation Restoration programinformation are available for public
review in the Information Repository and Adm nistrative Record. The repository
is maintained at the Charles D. Webb Wesconnett Branch of the Jacksonville Public
Li brary in Jacksonville, Florida. The notice of availability of these docunents
was published in The Florida Tines Union on August 10, 1994.

A 45-day public comment period was held from August 10, 1994, to Septenber 23,
1994. Witten conments were received during the public comment period. Witten
comments and questions asked by the public are sunmari zed and addressed in
Appendi x A, Responsiveness Sunmary.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF | NTERIM REMEDI AL ACTION. A prelimnary risk evaluation
at PSC 2 indicated risks from petrol eum contam nated soil at PSC 2. Therefore,
source renmoval was deternmined to be the interimrenedial action objective for PSC
2. The prelimnary risk evaluation at PSCs 41 and 43 indicated risks fromneta
contamination in the sludge drying bed materials. The interimrenedial action
objective for PSCs 41 and 43 is to reduce risks to human health and the

envi ronnent and conply with the RCRA cl osure plan approved for these PSCs, as

di scussed in the FRI/FFS report. These petrol eum and netal contam nants are
potentially acting as a continuing source of soil and groundwater contamni nation
at QU 2. The purpose of this interimremedial action is to renpve this source
of contamination to the soil and groundwater at CU 2. Based on previous

i nvestigations and the evaluation of ARARs for this site, the following interim
renmedi al actions were identified:

0 collection and di sposal of free product to a waste oil disposal facility
and excavation and onsite treatnment using | ow tenperature thernal
desorption of the petroleum contam nated soil for PSC 2; and

0 excavation and onsite treatnment by stabilization and solidification and
di sposal of sludge drying bed naterials and of fsite disposal of
nonhazardous materials for PSCs 41 and 43.

Upon conpl etion of the overall RI/FS for QU 2, the need for renedial action to
address groundwater contam nation will be evaluated. This |IROD addresses an
interimsource control of free product and petrol eum contani nated soil at PSC 2
and contam nated materials at PSCs 41 and 43. This interimaction is consistent
with any future remedial activities that may take place at the site.
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2.5 SITE CHARACTERI STICS. Sanpling and anal ysis of soil and petrol eum products
within and surrounding the fire-fighting training pit at PSC 2 as well as
sanpling and anal ysis of sludge drying bed naterial and soil inmediately
surroundi ng the sludge drying beds at PSCs 41 and 43 were conpl eted during the
focused Rl conducted during the nonths of June through Septenber 1993. The
results of this investigation, which was designed to characterize the extent of
petrol eum and nmetal contanmination at OU 2, are summarized in this section.

Soi |l sanples at PSC 2 contained senivolatile organic conpounds (SVOCs) and sone
vol atil e organi c conpounds (VOCs) characteristic of weathered and/or burned waste



oil and petrol eum products. Also, the total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) content
in soil sanples within the pit was el evated, indicating the presence of

contami nation due to past use of the area. Metals typical of natural soil (with
the exceptions of arsenic, cadmi um chromum and |ead) were detected at PSC 2.
However, these netals in soil at PSC 2 were not at |levels that posed a risk to
humans or the environnent. The results of the analyses conpleted on the free
product present at OU 2 (PSC 2) indicate that it is a weathered petrol eum
product .

The sludge drying bed materials and soil sanpled at PSCs 41 and 43 contai ned few
SVOCs and VOCs as conpared to PSC 2. Metals, particularly arsenic, cadm um
chrom um |ead, and nickel, were detected in the sludge bed material at

concentrations higher than those for natural background soil in the area. Lead
and chrom um were nost frequently detected at el evated concentrations at PSCs 41
and 43. Concentrations of nmetals in the soil inmediately surrounding the sludge

drying beds were within the range of natural soil background concentrations.

2.6 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS. A qualitative risk evaluation was conpleted as a
nmeans to characterize potential risks to humans and the environnent that could
be attributed to exposure to contam nants present at PSCs 2, 41, and 43. Risk
associated with petrol eum contam nants (PSC 2) and netals (PSCs 41 and 43) were
identified fromexposure to surface soils. These prelimnary risk evaluations
supported source renoval of the surface soil to reduce these risks and al so
conply with ARARs for PSC 2 and to conply with closure requirenents for PSC 41
and 43.

2.7 SELECTED REMEDY. O the two alternatives evaluated, the selected interim
renedi al action for source control at the PSC 2 at QU 2 is Alternative 2,
described in the FRI/FFS report for OU 2. Alternative 2 involves:

0 collect free product fromthe subsurface soil and dispose offsite,

0 excavate and treat contam nated soil onsite using |ow tenperature
t hermal desorption, and

O backfill with treated soil and grade and revegetate the area.

This alternative calls for excavation of a trench within the fire-fighting
training pit to collect petrol eum product present in the subsurface soil at PSC
2. Both water and oil would flow into the trench. Special purpose punps woul d
be used to skimthe oil fromthe water's surface. The product would be
tenporarily stored onsite in lined druns. Once collection was conplete, the
druns woul d be transported to a disposal facility accepting waste petrol eum
products.

After collecting petroleum product fromthe subsurface at PSC 2, soil with TPH

concentrations greater than 50 mlligrams per kilogram (ng/kg) and tota

pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) concentrations greater than 6 ng/kg will
be excavated. As soil is excavated, it will be sanpled and anal yzed to define
t he boundaries of renpval. To fulfill the purposes of an interimrenedia

action, an upper volume limt on soil excavation of 3,400 cubic yards was
established in the FFS. This volune limt was based on renoving all soil at PSC
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2 at concentrations above 50 ng/ kg TPH and above 6 ng/kg total PAH, based on
anal ytical data derived fromthe field investigation.

The contaminated soil at PSC 2 will be treated onsite using | ow tenperature
thermal desorption. A concrete pad for the placement of the thermal treatnent
equi pnent will be constructed adjacent to PSC 2. The treated soil would be

sanpl ed and anal yzed prior to redeposition to denpnstrate that the treated soi
contains TPH Il evel s | ess than the action |evel of 50 ng/kg and total PAH | evels
| ess than 6 ng/kg. The analyzed soil will then be backfilled into the excavated
areas, graded, and revegetated. The nobile thernmal treatnent equi pment and the
concrete pad would be renpved at the end of the process. Long-termnonitoring
of this treated soil is contenplated under RCRA

The Navy estinmates the total cost of this interimrenedial action to be $614, 000
to construct and nmaintain. The substantive requirenments for any operating
permts would be secured prior to the installation of the onsite renedial system

Three alternatives were evaluated at PSCs 41 and 43. The selected interim
renedi al action for source control is Alternative 5, which is described in the
FRI/FFS report for QU 2. Alternative 5 involves:

O renove and di spose of nonhazardous material offsite,
0O excavate and treat hazardous materials onsite, and
O backfill with treated materials and grade and revegetate the area.

The concrete cinder block walls, which did not come into contact with the

i ndustrial sludge, are nonhazardous. As a first step in this alternative, the
nonhazardous debris woul d be removed from PSCs 41 and 43 and stored separately
fromother excavated materials. This debris would |ater be transported to an

of fsite non-hazardous landfill.

The selected alternative assumes that the concentrations of contaminants in the
sl udge drying bed naterials (sand and gravels) are above the RCRA Land Di sposa
Restrictions (LDR) treatnment standards for those hazardous wastes and, thus,
woul d require treatnent prior to disposal. As previously discussed, the sludge
drying bed materials are contaninated with netals. Arsenic, cadm um chroni um

| ead, and nickel were identified as potential threats in the hunman health risk
eval uation of PSCs 41 and 43. The treatment technol ogy proposed in this
alternative is onsite stabilization, which involves inmobilizing the netals in
the contaminated material by adding a setting agent such as Portland cenent.
Metal s are not destroyed by this treatnent process, but rather becone physically
and chenmically entrapped in the resulting material, which can range froma
semsolid to a solid. The treated (stabilized) material will be backfilled into
excavated areas at OU 2. Long-termmonitoring of this treated soil is

cont enpl at ed under RCRA.

A concrete pad will be constructed for the placenent of the stabilization

equi pnent adj acent to PSCs 41 and 43. Stabilization is an approved treatnment
technol ogy for debris contam nated with nmetals under the Debris Rule described
in 40 CFR 268. |f necessary, debris would be crushed to an appropriate size



(typically 4 inches or less) prior to stabilization. Treated material would be
sanpl ed and anal yzed to denponstrate that netals in the soil were inmobilized by
the stabilization process before being backfilled to the excavated areas at PSCs
41 and 43. The nobile stabilization equi prent and the concrete pad woul d be
renmoved at the end of the process.

The Navy estinmates the total cost of this interimrenedial action to be $558, 000
to construct and rmaintain. Applicable permts would be secured for the
installation of the onsite treatnent system

2.8 STATUTORY DETERM NATIONS. The interimrenedial actions selected for

i mpl ementation at OU 2 are consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. The sel ected
renmedi es are protective of human health and the environnent, attain ARARs, and
are cost effective. The selected renedies also satisfy the statutory preference
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for renedial treatnent (of free product, TPH, and netals) that permanently and
significantly reduces the nmobility, toxicity, or volume of hazardous substances
as a principal elenent. Because this remedy is not intended as the final action
for renedi ation of the contami nated soil and groundwater at OU 2, the statutory
preference for treatnment of these nedia will be addressed during the final FS for
QU 2. Additionally, the selected renmedi es use alternate treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable. Because
these renedies are not intended as the final renmedial effort for groundwater at
QU 2, any such nmedia renmaining onsite after this interimrenedial action will be
addressed during the overall RI/FS for QU 2 and the resulting Record of Decision.

2.9 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES. There are no significant changes in
this interimrenedial action fromthat described in the Proposed Pl an
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APPENDI X A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Appendi x A, Responsiveness Sunmmary

The responsi veness summary serves three purposes. First, it provides regulatory
agencies with information about the community preferences regardi ng both the
remedi al at Operable Unit 2 NAS Jacksonville. Second, the responsiveness summary
docunent s how public comments have been considered and integrated into the
deci si on nmaking process. Third, it provides the Navy, USEPA, and FDEP with the



opportunity to respond to each coment submitted during the record.

The Focused Renedi al |nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Technical Menorandum and
Proposed Plan for PSCs 2, 41, and 43 respectively. These docunents were nade
avail abl e and an information repository mai ntai ned at the Wbb-Wsconnett Branch
Li brary.

The foll owing conments were received during the Public Comment Peri od.
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Responsi
veness Sunmary
Interim
Record of Deci sion
Potenti al Sources of
Contamination 2, 41, and 43 at Operable Unit 2
Naval Air
Station Jacksonville
Jackson

ville, Florida

Comment
Response

Letter fromPhillip J. Sparta to the Deputy Public Affairs O ficer

The following information is being provided in response to your August 26 letter
Dear Deputy Public Oficer,

regarding the alternatives for PSC 2 and the concern about the cost cal cul ation.

As both corporate and personal tax payers, we at |VWE are interested in mninmzing the
The selection of the preferred alternative renedial action was based on nine

expenditures of public funds. As an environmental renediation conpany, we are al so
selection criteria. These selection criteria are organized into three categories: (1)

interested in maximzing the opportunities for new sales. In this regard, we are
particularly Threshold Criteria; (2) Mddifying Criteria; and (3) Balancing Criteria.

concerned about what appears as a large discrepancy in the calculation of total costs

between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 at PSC 2.

As described in the plan, the total cost of Alternative 1 (off-site treatnent of soil)

is Threshold Criteria are the m nimumrequirenments an alternative nmust nmeet for the
$83, 000 greater than Alternative 2 (on-site treatment of soil). This appears to us as
an protection of human health, the environment and conpliance with environnenta

inversion. On-site thermal treatment is certainly the npost costly nethod.
| aws and regul ations. An alternative, unless nitigating factors exist, is not selected

if it does not nmeet the mnimum Threshold Criteria.

The plan states that the upper limt on soil excavation is 3,400 cubic years. (Approx.
Modi fying Criteria include regulatory and conmunity preferences obtai ned about



4,700 tons). On-site thermal treatnent, including nobilization, denobilization and
fugitive proposed alternatives during the public conment period for a proposed plan

em ssions testing will not cost |ess than $42.00/ton. Of-site treatnent, including
transport Expressed concerns by regul atory agencies and the community nmay affect the fina

of the contam nated soil and supply and delivery of clean fill dirt to the PSC 2 site
woul d alternative selected for renediating the identified environmental hazard.

cost between $35.00/ton and $42.00/ton, dependi ng upon whether the off-site treatnent

os biotreatnment or thermal treatnent, respectively.

On the basis of the current narket costs, the governnment would save as much as
Bal ancing Criteria include engineering factors such a technical effectiveness and the
$7.00/ton if the PSC 2 soils were treated off-site. Wen this saving is added to the
practical aspects of construction. Cost is also a Balancing Criterion.
erroneous plan, the net savings to the governnent would between $83, 000 and $115, 900.

To further illustrate the point, IVWE could transport all of the excavated soil from PSC
2, Specific design details are not known during the feasibility study. Cost data at this

treat all of the soil to neet |ess than 10 ng/kg TPH and supply and deliver all of the
stage of the renediation project is provided in the formof "cost estimates". The cost

required clean fill dirt to the site for $35.00/ton. Assumng 4,700 tons, the cost to
t he estimates are refined during the detail ed design state of the project. The key goa

of
gover nment woul d be $164, 500.
the feasibility study is objectively estinate the relative costs to distinguish between

possible alternatives. Please realize that the selected alternative cost estimte will
change as design details are further refined.

The bal ance of the work at the PSC 2 (Recovering of a little free product, digging and
The cost estimate cited in the feasibility study for PSC 2 was derived from cost
filling a big hole and doing a bunch of soil sanpling and analysis) certainly should
not factors used for simlar project and recent unit cost data obtained fromtechnol ogy
exceed an additional $100,000. The entire |IRA should not cost nore than about
vendors in the southeast region. The cost estimates depicted fairly reflect typica
$265, 000. Five weeks would be plenty of time to conplete the work.
mar ket prices at the tinme of the analysis. Typical market prices were used in order

to obtain a "level playing field" for objectively nmeasuring the relative costs between

alternatives. Therefore, no single vendors pricing data were used. |ndividua

conpani es may have different pricing structures, however, cost was only one of nine

selection criteria used to assess the cleanup alternatives is the essence of the

feasibility study and the basis for the selection of the preferred alternative.
We ask that the cost factors for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 be re-eval uated and

t hat M. Bill Raspet of our Facilities and Environmental Departnent is available at 772-
of f-site biorenmedi ati on be considered as an additional alternative for PSC 2. | am

2717 to further discuss the technical aspects of the InterimRenedi ati on Actions.
encl osing for you reference our data sheet on Biosolids Enhanced Renedi ati on (BER)



I mght point out the BER is presently being utilized in IR Programat the fire
training pit at Thank you for your comments, information and the concern expressed for
Fentress Auxiliary Landing Field in Chesapeake, VA
environnental restoration undertaken by the United States Navy in Jacksonville.

Si ncerely,
Phillip L. Sparta
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